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DOCKET no. T-00000A-00-0194IN THE MATTER OF INVESTIGATION )
INTO U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, )
INC.'S COMPLIANCE WITH CERTAIN )
WHOLESALE PRICING REQUIREMENTS )
FOR UNBUNDLED NETWORK )
ELEMENTS AND RESALE DISCOUNTS )

)

AT&T's RESPONSE TO QWEST's
MOTION TO REOPEN THE
RECORD AND MODIFY THE
DECISION

AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. ("AT&T") hereby responds

to Qwest Corporation's Motion to Reopen the Record and Modify the Decision

("Motion").

Qwest Corporation ("Qwest") argues in its Motion that the HAI Model,with the

adjustments adopted by the Commission, produces a different analog port rate ($2.44)

than the one adopted by the Commission ($1 .61). Qwest also argues that by

implementing the $1 .61 analog port rate instead of the rate produced by the HAI Model,

it does not recover all its switch investment. Motion at 5. The problem with Qwest's

argument is that it lacks context.

Staff proposed that the present analog port rate of $1 .61 be retained.

The basis for Staffs position is that the HAI model produces a
recurring port rate of $1.10, thereby effectively allowing a $0.5 l
per month charge for features above the features cost already
included in the HAI model. Staff argues that the $1 .61 recurring



charge, including features, is a reasonable charge that falls within
the range recommended by other parties.

Decision No. 65451 at 16.1 The Commission adopted Staffs position, concluding that "it

reflects a reasonable middle ground approach to resolving this issue. For these reasons,

we adopt an analog port rate of $1 .61 in this proceeding." Id Staff subsequently agreed

that the HAI model includes all feature costs, eliminating the need to add the $0.51 to the

$1 . 10 analog port rate advocated by AT&T. TR 49-50 (Dec. 9, 2002). If no adjustments

had been made to the HAI model by the Commission, Staff' s proposal would have

allowed Qwest to collect $0.51 more than the $1.10 analog port rate produced by the HAI

model. In other words, under Staff' s proposal, Qwest would have collected more switch

investment than it would have been entitled to. By picking a specific analog port rate

independent of the model results, it is a certainty that Qwest will not recover the exact

amount of its switching investment.

However, the issue is not whether the $1 .61 adopted by the Commission equals

the results of the HAI model. Based on the rationale proposed by Staff and the

Commission, the issue is whether the $1 .61 is no longer "within the range recommended

by other parties" or no longer "reflects a reasonable middle ground approach to resolving

this issue." The Commission-ordered rate of $1.61 is within the range of the original

positions advocated by the parties ($1.10 and $2.45 for AT&T and Qwest, respectively).

The HAI model result of $2.44 is also within the range, and is almost identical to the rate

originally advocated by Qwest, which tends to confirm the reasonableness of the rate of

$1 .61. Therefore, the $1.61 continues to reflect a reasonable middle ground. AT&T sees

no need to reopen the record.

1 AT&T advocated a $1 . 10 analog port rate. Qwest advocated a $2.45 analog port rate.
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However, should the Commission reopen the record, it is AT&T's position that

the scope of the proceeding should not be limited solely to deciding whether the

Commission should retain the analog port rate of $1.61 or should adopt an analog port

rate of $2.44. The proceeding should take evidence on what the proper allocation of

switch investment between the port and usage should be.

AT&T initially advocated a port rate based on an allocation of switch investment

of 30% to port and 70% to usage. The Commission adopted an investment allocation of

60% to port and 40% to usage, in part based on criticisms of Qwest. Id at 17.

AT&T filed its testimony in this proceeding several years ago Its position has

matured over the last several years. AT&T now believes that 100% of the switch

investment should be allocated to the port, based on how new switch investment is

acquired, paid for and used.3 AT&T's position is consistent with testimony filed by

Qwest. In the access proceeding in Arizona, Qwest's expert has pre-filed testimony

stating that with the advances in digital switching, all investment can be allocated to the

port.

The nature of switching cost has changed significantly over time
with advances in digital technology. Switching costs today are
more line-driven than traffic-sensitive. It is not unreasonable to
model switching costs now as depending entirely on the number of
line-side ports and the number of trunk-side ports. Switching costs
in such a model can be reasonably recovered entirely as fixed
monthly charges.4

z Mr. Richard Chandler pre-tiled direct testimony on behalf of AT&T on May 16, 2001 .
:I On December 21, 2001, AT&T pre-filed testimony in Minnesota advocating that 100% of switch
investment be allocated to the port. This was the first testimony filed by AT&T in Qwest's region
advocating that 100% of switch investment should be allocated to the port.
4 Investigation of the Cost o/Telecommunications Access, Docket No. T-00000D-00-0672, Direct
Testimony of Harry M. Shooshan III on behalfofQwest Corporation, July 1, 2002, at 25.
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If the Commission decides to reopen the record to review the analog port rate, it should

take evidence on the proper allocation of switch investment.

AT&T sees no reason to reopen the record in the cost proceeding to review the

analog port rate. However, AT&T will not oppose Qwest's Motion to reopen the record

if, and only if, AT&T, the other parties and the Commission have the opportunity to

review the allocation of switch investment between the port and usage.

Submitted this 28th day of February, 2003 .

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
MoU1 7sTATEs, INC.

4%4!4,
Mary B. Trilby
Richard S. Walters
1875 Lawrence Street, #1503
Denver, Colorado 80202
303-298-6741 Phone
303-298-6301 Facsimile
rwo1ters@att.com E-mail

By:
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that an original and 13 copies of AT&T Communications of the Mountain
States, Inc.'s Response to Qwest's Motion to Reopen the Record and Modify the
Decision in Docket No. T-00000A-00-0194 were sent by overnight delivery on February
27, 2003 to :

Arizona Corporation Commission
Docket Control - Utilities Division
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on February 27, 2003 to :

Maureen Scott
Legal Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Jane Rodda
Chief Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Ernest Johnson
Director - Utilities Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

and a true and correct copy was sent by United States Mail, postage prepaid, on February
27, 2003 to:

Kathryn E. Ford
Qwest Corporation
1801 California Street, Suite 4900
Denver, CO 80202

Joan S. Burke
Osborn Macedon, P.A.
2929 North Central Avenue, 21511 Floor
P. o. Box 36379
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379

Richard L. Sallquist
Sallquist & Drummond
2525 E. Arizona Biltmore Circle
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Thomas F. Dixon
WorldCom, Inc.
707 17th Street, Suite 3900
Denver, CO 80202

Drake Tempest
Qwest Communications International, Inc.
555 Seventeenth Street
Denver, CO 80202

Maureen Arnold
Qwest Corporation
3033 North Third Street, Room 1010
Phoenix, AZ 85012
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Mace J. Rosenstein
Yaron Dori
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
555 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004- 1009

Daniel M. Waggoner
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Davis Wright Tremaine
2600 Century Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Michael W. Patten
Roshka Herman & DeWu1f, PLC
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906

Thomas H. Campbell
Lewis and Rock, LLP
40 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Raymond S. Herman
Randall H. Warner
Roshka Heyman & DeWu1f, PLC
Two Arizona Center, Suite 1000
400 North 5th Street
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Gregory Kopta
Davis Wright Tremaine
2600 Century Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

David R. Conn
McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services
6400 c Street, S.W.
Cedar Rapids, IA 52406

Jon Poston
Arizonans for Competition in Telephone Service
6733 E. Dale Lane
Cave Creek, AZ 85331-6561

Scott Wakefield
Residential Utility Consumer Office
2828 North Central Ave., #1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Douglas Hsiao
Rhythms Links, Inc.
9100 E. Mineral Circle
Englewood, CO 80112

Diane Bacon
Communications Workers of America
5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811

Rex M. Knowles
XO Communications, Inc.
111 E. Broadway, Suite 1000
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Janet Livengood
Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 South Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220
Tampa, FL 33602

Kimberly M. Kirby
Davis Dixon Kirby LLP
19200 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 600
Irvine, CA 92612

Gary Yaquinto
Time Warner Telecom, Inc.
f/k/a GST Telecom, Inc.
3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1600
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Penny Bewick
New Edge Networks, Inc.
P. o. BOX 5159
3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106
Vancouver, WA 98668



Brian Thomas
Vice President - West
Time Warner Telecom, Inc.
223 Taylor Avenue North
Seattle, WA 98109

Eric S. Heath
Sprint Communications
100 Spear Street, Suite 930
San Francisco, CA 94105

K. Megan Doberneck
Covad Communications Company
7901 Lowry Blvd.
Denver, CO 80230

Timothy Peters
Electric Lightwave, Inc.
4400 N.E. 77th Avenue
Vancouver, WA 98662

Michael M. Grant
Todd C. Wiley
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A.
2575 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225

Andrea Harris
Senior Manager - Regulatory
Allegiance Telecom, Inc.
2101 Webster, Suite 1580
Oakland, CA 94612

Carrington Phillip
Cox Arizona Telecom, Inc.
1400 Lake Hearn Drive
Atlanta, GA 30319

Kath Thomas
Advanced Telecom Group, Inc.
110 Storey Point Road, Suite 130
Santa Rosa, CA 95401

Jeffrey W. Crockett
Jeffrey B. Guldner
Snell & Wilmer LLP
One Arizona Center
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202

Mary Steele
Davis Wright Tremaine
2600 Century Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Timothy Berg
Fennemore Craig, P.C.
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600
Phoenix, AZ 85012-2913

Steve Sager
McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.
215 South State Street, 10th Floor
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Marti Allbright
Mpower Communications Corp.
5711 South Benton Circle
Littleton, CO 80123

Dennis D. Ahlers
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
730 Second Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Michael B. Hazzard
Kelley, Drye & Warren
1200 19th Street, NW, 5th Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Gary L. Lane
6902 E. let Street, Suite 201
Scottsdale, AZ 85251



Kevin Chapman
SBC Telecom, Inc.
300 Convent Street, Rm. 1-Q-40
San Antonio, TX 78205

Steven J. Duffy
Ridge & Isaacson P.C.
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